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 The Communications Workers of America (“CWA”) and the International Brotherhood 

of Electrical Workers (“IBEW”) hereby submit these Reply Comments in the above-captioned 

proceeding. CWA and IBEW together represent approximately 7,000 employees at Sprint’s local 

telephone companies. 

 The CWA Petition to Impose Conditions demonstrated that the Joint Applicants’ 

announced decision to separate the incumbent local exchange company (ILEC) business from 

the combined Sprint Nextel is an integral component of the merger agreement between the two 

companies. The Joint Applicants cite the ILEC spin-off as a merger-related benefit.1 Yet, the 

Joint Applicants claim that any evaluation of the impact of the local spin-off on Sprint’s nearly 

eight million local customers is not “germane” to this proceeding.2  

 CWA and the IBEW disagree. The Joint Applicants have informed this Commission, as 

well as shareholders, employees, other investors, the Securities and Exchange Commission, and 

the public at large that the local spin-off is a key component of this transaction. Therefore, the 

Commission is compelled in this instant proceeding to evaluate any potential harm that would 

result from the proposed ILEC separation and to protect against such harm. 

 The CWA and IBEW proposal to protect the public interest of Sprint’s local customers is 

simple and straightforward. The Commission should require the Joint Applicants to commit to an 

                                                           
1 See CWA Petition to Impose Conditions, In the Matter of Applications of Nextel Communications, Inc., 
Transferor, and Sprint Corporation, Transferee for Consent to transfer Control of Entities Holding Commission 
Licenses and Authorizations Pursuant to Sections 214 and 310(d) of the Communications Act, WT Docket No. 05-
63, March 30, 2005, 5-8 (“CWA Petition”). 
2 Joint Opposition to Petitions to Deny and Reply to Comments, In the Matter of Applications of Nextel 
Communications, Inc., Transferor, and Sprint Corporation, Transferee for Consent to transfer Control of Entities 
Holding Commission Licenses and Authorizations Pursuant to Sections 214 and 310(d) of the Communications Act, 
WT Docket No. 05-63, April 11, 2005, 16. 
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equitable allocation of debt and assets in the ILEC separation transaction, subject to Commission 

review at the time of the spin-off.  

 CWA and IBEW fail to understand the Joint Applicants’ reluctance to make this 

commitment. Such unwillingness raises serious questions as to the intentions of the Joint 

Applicants regarding the equitable division of debt and assets of the local telephone companies. 

A written commitment to this Commission would provide an important protection to ensure that 

the proposed transaction serves the public interest of Sprint’s almost eight million local 

telephone customers. 

 As CWA demonstrated in its Petition, Sprint has allocated Local Division earnings to 

other divisions, with the result that Sprint’s local telephone operations have seriously 

deteriorated in recent years. Based on publicly available SEC financial reports, CWA estimates 

that between 1998 and 2003 Sprint used $2.7 billion in Local Division earnings to pay down 

debt for its FON Group, which included its Global Markets Division, Other Businesses such as 

directory publishing, and the Local Division. Sprint also used earnings from its Local Division to 

pay for capital investments in its Global Markets Division.3  

As a result, service provided by Sprint’s local telephone companies declined substantially 

on a number of critical measures related to network maintenance, repair, and adequate staffing in 

the years between 1997 and 2003. According to the Commission’s Armis reports, the number of 

repeat trouble reports per 100 access lines at Sprint’s two largest local telephone companies that 

serve primarily rural and suburban customers increased at North Carolina Tel & Tel by 165 

percent and at United Florida by 165 percent. Repair intervals over the same period increased at 

                                                           
3 CWA Petition, 6-8. 
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North Carolina Tel and Tel by 49 percent, at United Florida by 83 percent, and at Central Tel of 

Nevada by 45 percent. Repeat out-of-service trouble reports as a percent of initial out-of-service 

trouble reports increased at North Carolina Tel & Tel by 199 percent, at United Florida by 109 

percent, and at Central Tel of Nevada by 47 percent.4  

In these Reply Comments, we supplement the evidence with service quality data for the 

states of Virginia, Ohio, Texas, and New Jersey. Between 1998 and 2004, repeat out-of-service 

trouble reports as a percent of initial out-of-service trouble reports increased at Central Virginia 

by 137 percent, at United Virginia by 62 percent, at United New Jersey by 121 percent, at United 

Ohio by 41 percent, at United Texas by 28 percent, and at Central Telephone in Texas by 37 

percent.  (See Appendix A for service quality charts).  

 Sprint’s primarily rural and suburban local customers are already victims of Sprint’s 

corporate policies to shift Local Division profits into its long-distance and long haul Internet 

business. To protect against further service deterioration and a widening digital divide, the 

Commission must therefore require as a condition of merger approval that the Applicants make a 

commitment to this Commission that they will equitably allocate assets and debt at the time of 

the Local Division spin-off, and the allocation will be subject to full Commission review at that 

time. 

 In addition, CWA and IBEW join other commentators as they raise serious issues 

concerning the anti-competitive impact of the combination of the spectrum assets of the two 

companies. The Commission should conduct is market analysis with a presumption that the 

                                                           
4 Id., 9. 
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merger will increase market power, and must require any divestitures necessary to mitigate 

against any anti-competitive impact of the combination.  

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
                                      

George Kohl 
Assistant to the President/Director of Research 
Communications Workers of America 
 
 
 
 
 
Edwin Hill 
International President 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 

 
April 18, 2005

 
 4 



Certificate of Service 
 

 This is to certify that I have duly served these comments upon these parties by 
 
depositing copies of same in the United States mail, addressed as follows: 
 
 
       _________________________ 
       Angela Turner 
 
 

McDermott Will & Emery LLP Robert S. Foosaner, 
600 Thirteenth Street, N.W. Lawrence R. Krevor 
Washington, DC 20005 Jared M. Carlson 
 Trey Hanbury 
Jack Richards NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
Kevin G. Rupy 2001 Edmund Halley Drive 
Keller and Heckman LLP Reston, VA 20191 
1001 G Street, N.W.  
Washington, DC 20001 Regina M. Keeney 
 A. Richard Metzger, Jr. 
Paul C. Besozzi Stephen J. Berman 
Nicholas W. Allard A. Renee Callahan 
Stephen Diaz Gavin LAWLER, METZGER, MILKMAN &   KEENEY, 

LLC Patton Boggs LLP 
2550 M Street, N.W. 2001 K Street, N.W., Suite 802 
Washington, DC 20037 Washington, DC 20006 
  
George Y. Wheeler Vonya B. McCann 
Peter M. Connolly H. Richard Juhnke 
Holland & Knight LLP Luisa L. Lancetti 
2099 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Ste. 100 SPRINT CORPORATION 

401 9th Street, N.W., Suite 400 Washington, DC 20006 
Washington, DC 20004  
  
Philip L. Verveer Mark Cooper 
Michael G. Jones Consumer Federation of America 

1424 16th Street, N.W. David M. Don 
Megan Anne Stull Washington, DC 20036 
WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER LLP  
1875 K Street, N.W. John J. Zoltner 
Washington, DC 20006 Ryan Turner 
 Community Technology Center’s Network 
Best Copying and Printing, Inc. 1436 U Street, N.W., Ste. 104 
Federal Communications Commission Washington, DC 20009 
Room CY-B402  
445 12th Street, S.W.  
Washington, DC 20554 David L. Nace 
 Pamela L. Gist 
Christine M. Gill Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs, Chartered 
David D. Rines 1650 Tysons Boulevard, Ste. 1500 

 
 1 



 McLean, VA 22102 
Harry C. Alford  
National Black Chamber of Commerce Gene Kimmelman 
1350 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Ste. 405 Consumers Union 
Washington, DC 20036 1666 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Ste. 310 
 Washington, DC 20009 
Michael K. Kurtis  
Bennet & Bennet, PLLC Bruce D. Jacobs 
10 G Street, N.E., 7th Floor Tony Lin 
Washington, DC 20002 Jarrett Taubman 
 Shaw Pittman LLP 
Sheri A. Farinha, CEO 2300 N Street, N.W. 
NorCal Center on Deafness Washington, DC 20037 
4708 Roseville Road, Ste. 111  
North Highlands, CA 95660 Julian L. Shepard  
 Mark Blacknell 
Craig Mock  Williams Mullen, A Professional Corp. 
United Telephone and Communications 1666 K Street, N.W., Ste. 1200 
  Associations, Inc. Washington, DC 20006 
P.O. Box 117  
Dodge City, KS 67801Seema M. Singh, Esq. 

Christopher J. White, Esq. 
State of New Jersey 
Division of The Ratepayer Advocate 
31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor 
P.O. Box 46005 
Newark, NJ 07101 
 
 
 
Chuck Canterbury 
Grand Lodge Fraternal Order of Police 
309 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 
 
Marc H. Morial 
National Urban League 
120 Wall Street 
New York, NY 10005 
 
Larry E. Sevier 
Nex-Tech Wireless, LLC 
2418Vine Street 
Hays, KS 67601 
 
James T. Martin 
United South and Eastern Tribes, Inc. 
711 Stewarts Ferry Pike, Ste. 100 
Nashville, TN 37214 
 
Richard Ruhl 
Pioneer Telephone Cooperative, Inc. 
P.O. Box 539 
108 East Robberts Avenue 
Kingfisher, OK 73750 

 
 2 



This is to certify that I have duly served these comments upon these parties via e-mail: 
 
Best Copy and Printing, Inc, FCC@BCPIWEB.COM 
Louis Peraertz, louis.peraertz@fcc.gov 
Sara Mechanic, sara.mechanic@fcc.gov 
Erin McGrath, erin.mcgrath@fcc.gov 
Dennis Johnson, dennis.johnson@fcc.gov 
Jeff Tobias, jeff.tobias@fcc.gov 
David Krech, david.krech@fcc.gov 
Pamela Megna, pamela.megna@fcc.gov 
Jim Bird, jim.bird@fcc.gov 
Jonathan Levy, jonathan.levy@fcc.gov 
Wayne McKee, wayne.mckee@fcc.gov 
Charles Iseman,  joann.lucanik@fcc.gov 
 

 

 
 3 

mailto:FCC@BCPIWEB.COM
mailto:louis.peraertz@fcc.gov
mailto:sara.mechanic@fcc.gov
mailto:erin.mcgrath@fcc.gov
mailto:dennis.johnson@fcc.gov
mailto:jeff.tobias@fcc.gov
mailto:david.krech@fcc.gov
mailto:pamela.megna@fcc.gov
mailto:jim.bird@fcc.gov
mailto:jonathan.levy@fcc.gov
mailto:wayne.mckee@fcc.gov
mailto:joann.lucanik@fcc.gov

